Peninsula-including, most famously, a pair of fragmentary tomb inscriptions unearthed in the late fifteenth century near the Jewish cemetery in the Aragonese town of Morvedre.
2 While Martínez Marina was inclined to date the Morvedre inscriptions to the Middle Ages, Masdeu (who may have been in the majority) claimed to have proof that they were quite a bit olderindeed, that they dated back to the tenth century BCE and the reign of the biblical king Solomon, demonstrating that Iberia's Jewish population was the oldest in the world outside of Palestine. For Martínez Marina, such claims were emblematic of Masdeu's gullibility; for Masdeu, Martínez Marina's refusal to accept them smacked of snobbery.
Their rivalry finally boiled over in 1799, when Martínez Marina published a scathing review of Masdeu's Historia crítica de España (20 vols., 3 in the Real Academia's annual Memorias. 4 In the course of some 150 pages, Martínez Marina accused his exiled counterpart-as well as the Crdoban Franciscans Pedro and Rafael Rodríguez Mohedano, co-authors of a popular Historia literaria de Espaa (10 vols., 1769-1791) 5 -not only of misreading the Morvedre inscriptions, but also of willfully misinterpreting the Bible, falsifying material evidence, and corrupting the very moral fabric of Spanish history with "puerile stories and the crudest fables" lifted from medieval Jewish propaganda.
6 Masdeu and the Mohedanos, Martínez Marina fumed, had done more than try to pass off some medieval Hebrew inscriptions as proof that Solomon had established tributary settlements in the peninsula. Channeling "the ridiculous tales of fifteenth-century Spanish rabbis" like Isaac Abarbanel (1437-1508), they had tried to make the whole of ancient Iberia into a Jewish colony, positing that the city of Toledo itself-the spiritual capital of Spanish church and nation-had been founded by the Jews whom the ancient king Nebuchadnezzar II (r. ca. 605-562 BCE) carried off from Jerusalem into the Babylonian Captivity (ca. 597-539 BCE) described in 2 Kings 24 and 2 Chronicles 36. If these Jewish fictions were to be believed, Nebuchadnezzar (or, in some versions, his ally or subordinate Pirrus) brought his Jewish captives not to the shores of the Tigris and Euphrates, but rather to the Pillars of Hercules, where he set them the task of subjugating ancient Iberia's Phoenician colonies. Afterwards, the story went, the Jews were permitted to settle in the Iberian heartland, where they left behind traces of their habitation not only in the physical fabric of "Toledoth" and its environs, but also in the alleged Hebraic roots of Spanish language and culture.
To be fair to Masdeu and the Mohedanos, Martínez Marina was quick to note that they were only the latest in a very long line of Christian historians to perpetuate the legend of Iberia's Israelite conquerors. The majority of his review, in fact, is dedicated to his exhaustive efforts to trace Nebuchadnezzar through Spanish historiography, beginning in his own time and ending when the trail ran cold during the reign of Philip II (r. 1556-1598). It was then, Martínez Marina announced, that a circle oférudits gathered around the famed orientalist Benito Arias Montano (1527-1598)-a circle which included Luis de Len as well as the historians Esteban de Garibay and Juan de Mariana-boldly transplanted the myth of Toledo's Jewish foundations from Sephardic commentaries into mainstream humanist historiography.
7 It was an improbable finding, to say the least. This moment, so deeply marked by Counterreformation, Inquisitorial censorship, and the obsession with limpieza de sangre, would not seem to be the likeliest place to find Christian scholars rummaging in medieval Hebrew sources in the hope of finding evidence of Spain's Jewish origins.
8 Indeed, within a generation of the Nebuchadnezzar legend's first appearance in Christian historiography in the mid-sixteenth century, the Inquisition attempted a clean sweep of Spain's Christian hebraists, prosecuting or otherwise cowing not only Luis de Len and Arias Montano, but also Gaspar de Grajal, Alonso de Gudiel, Francisco Snchez de las Brozas, and Martín Martínez de Cantalapiedra in a clear demonstration of how easily philological interest in Sephardic materials could be construed as "judaizing."
Even so, it remained indisputable that between the second half of the sixteenth century and Martínez Marina's own day a wide array of Christian scholars-some of them hebraists like Arias Montano, but many more of them exclusively Latinate or Castilian authors like the historian Garibay and even the dramatist Pedro Caldern de la Barca-decided to graft a story about the ancient Israelites from the Sephardic commentary tradition onto the narrowing trunk of foundation myths deployed by the Spanish monarchy.
10 This seemed to call for an explanation, but Martínez Marina-who, like most eighteenth-century Spanish intellectuals, approached the vast corpus of medieval Sephardica as if it were the password-protected archive of an alien civilization-ultimately found himself at a loss to explain what Nebuchadnezzar might have meant to Spaniards, whether Christian or Jewish, in the years around 1500.
11 In the past several decades, however, a number of historians have reopened Martínez Marina's question, lavishing fresh attention not only on these Hebraic legends, but also on the other, similar, instances of "oriental" origin myths which cropped up with notable frequency in late sixteenth-century Spain-including, most famously, the Lead Books (Plomos) of the Sacromonte and the related "false chronicles" promoted by slippery figures like Jernimo Romn de la Higuera (d. 1611).
12 These historians have tended to explain Spanish humanists' unexpected quest for exotic, Near Eastern origins in two distinct ways. 
11
For a melodramatic account of the neglect of Hebrew studies in eighteenth-century Spain, see Antonio María García Blanco, Biografía de Antonio María Garcia Blanco, o sea, Historia compendiada de los conocimientos hebreos en España (Madrid: Tomás Rey, 1869). Among the most significant exceptions to this general pattern of neglect one must count Francisco Pérez Bayer (1711-1794) and José Rodríguez de Castro (1739-1789); see Aurora Rivière Gómez, Orientalismo y nacionalismo español. Estudiosárabes y hebreos en la Universidad de Madrid (1843-1868) (Madrid: Biblioteca del Instituto Antonio de Nebrija de Estudios sobre la Universidad, 2000), ch. 1. First, there are those who, looking outward from the Iberian Peninsula, have glossed these legends as typical examples of late Renaissance monarchies' pervasive, aggressive quest for national (perhaps even nationalistic) myths of origins older, and hence more prestigious, than the Roman or Trojan origins that had satisfied their fifteenth-century predecessors.
13 (It was precisely this quest that Giambattista Vico (1668-1744) would later pillory, borrowing a term from Diodorus Siculus, as the "conceit of nations" [la boria delle nazioni ]).
14 According to this interpretation, the appeal of legends like that of Nebuchadnezzar's conquest to Philip II and his court humanists lay not in their Jewishness, but rather in their assertion of the extreme antiquity of the Spanish Monarchy. If true, after all, the alleged arrival of ancient Israelites in Spain by the early sixth century BCE would make Spain the first territory within Europe to have received knowledge of the true God-a fact which might further be spun into proof that the Spaniards had become a new Chosen People, destined to spread word of the Gospel throughout their New World empire.
15
If this first school of thought insists upon the national (or proto-nationalist) nature of these myths at the expense of their Jewishness, the second school has adopted essentially the contrary perspective. Looking inward rather than outward, privileging the unstable religious politics of the post-1492 Iberian Peninsula and the New Christian backgrounds of many of the individuals responsible for propagating these Hebraic or Arabic origin myths, these historians interpret their positive portrayals of ancient Israelites or Arabs as strategic responses to the social pressures inflicted upon Spain's converso population in an age of increasing intolerance and persecution. According to this line of thought, it was precisely the Jewish content of these legends about Solomon and Nebuchadnezzar that recommended them to their almost exclusively converso publicists; consequently, they must be understood as a subtle attempt to subvert or contravene the majority preference for cultural and religious homogeneity-a kind of highly intellectualized, antiquarian complement to more obviously political anti-limpieza treatises penned by 16 Histories written in this vein typically take care to establish the somewhat ambiguous Jewish origins of scholars like Arias Montano in an effort to prove a direct correlation between one's interest in these legends and one's sense of "converso identity."
17
Each of these explanations has considerable merit, and I, too, have argued elsewhere for connecting the myth of Spain's Israelite settlers with the emergence of a supra-regional, "national" sentiment in the sixteenth-century Peninsula.
18 But they also miss something of vital importance by virtue of their method, which typically considers the Nebuchadnezzar myth's afterlife in the histories and commentaries of early modern Christians in isolation from its medieval, Sephardic origins, as if it were enough simply to know that the legend was "Jewish." To presume that one can ask what the Nebuchadnezzar legend signified to a sixteenth-or eighteenth-century humanist without also knowing in some detail what, exactly, it meant to its Jewish creators pre-1492 is to imply that the cultural and intellectual products of Al-Andalus, and of Sephardic Judaism in particular, presented to early modern Christians as a buffet of tropes, ideas, and legends unmoored from the deeply-rooted structures and patterns of thought that had given them their original meanings. It is, in other words, to embrace a model of religious conversion in which the new convert packs his language, his textual traditions, and all of the other intellectual trappings of his former life into a single box, labels it "Judaism," and delivers it to his Christian neighbors at the church door.
Of course, we know that this is not a viable way to think about crosscultural reception. For that reason, this article will follow Nebuchadnezzar's Jews back to their origins in eleventh-century Al-Andalus in order to build the case for a third, radically different explanation for the improbable popularity of these seemingly "judaizing" legends in Counter Reformation Spain. The resulting story is a story about the consequences of interlocking conversions: a human story about the role of polemic and rapprochement in transmitting and preserving the cultural patrimony of Sepharad, and an intellectual story about the hidden continuity of pre-and post-1492 Iberian traditions of polemic and biblical exegesis. The tale of Nebuchadnezzar's Jewish legions is a story not about nations, genealogical pride, or the Inquisition, but about the way in which Iberian Jews and Christians saw themselves as allies in rescuing the Bible-not once, but twice; first from Islam, and then, from the Reformation.
II
The precise origins of the myth of Nebuchadnezzar's Jewish legions are not entirely clear, and may always remain just beyond the scholar's grasp. It is, however, clear that the search for such origins must begin not in fifteenthor sixteenth-century Castile, with Martínez Marina's perfidious "rabbis," but rather in medieval Al-Andalus, among members of the Arabized Jewish elite. By the ninth century, at least some of these Andalusi Jews had begun to claim that they were descended from refugees from the royal or Davidic tribe of Judah who had fled Palestine for Iberia in 70 CE in the wake of the Roman destruction of Jerusalem. While the chronology undergirding this genealogical claim is plausible, syncing up well with the available textual and archaeological evidence, the boast of Davidic descent was controversial even in its own time, and put Iberian Jews at odds with their coreligionists in the Near East, whose communal identity was deeply invested in their rival claim of Davidic ancestry for the Jewish exilarch in Baghdad.
19
Iberian Jews defended their genealogical boast by recourse to the authority of the biblical prophecy of Obadiah-one of the so-called Minor Prophets of the Hebrew Bible-and his ambiguous reference to a tribe of Jewish exiles "in Sepharad" (1:20) who upon their return were to repossess the cities of southern Judea taken from them by the wicked Edomites. This prophecy was (and still remains) one of the most opaque in the Hebrew Bible, its meaning depending heavily upon which exile one believes it describes as well as the locations to which one believes its numerous obscure toponyms-including the elusive Sepharad-refer. The Jews of Al-Andalus seized upon this ambiguity, arguing that the Edomites were the Romans of 70 CE, that the exiles from the cities of the south were the tribe of Judah, and that Sepharad was an alternative name for the Iberian Peninsula.
20 While modern scholars tend to consider this conjecture unfounded, placing Sepharad instead in Asia Minor, the Jews of medieval Iberia did have at least one authoritative piece of evidence on their side-that is, the ca. first-century CE Aramaic paraphrase of the Prophets, Targum Jonathan-which (also for unknown reasons) rendered the Hebrew "Sepharad" into Aramaic as "Ispamia," easily assimilable to the Latin "Hispania."
21 By the standards of medieval etymology, this evidence was too compelling to dismiss, and Iberian Jews became Sephardim.
Initially, Iberian Jews' Muslim neighbors demonstrated little interest in disputing this Sephardic myth of origins, in spite of its bold presumption of Davidic ancestry. (In fact, the ruling Umayyad dynasty may have encouraged its Jewish subjects' biblical-genealogical pretensions, as a buttress to its own claims of genealogical superiority vis-à-vis its Abbasid counterpart in the East.)
22 That changed, however, in the eleventh century, as the Umayyad caliphate centered in Córdoba tottered and then collapsed under pressures both internal and external, Muslim as well as Christian.
23 The political consequences of the civil war are relatively well-known: it is in the wake of Córdoba's collapse that Al-Andalus disintegrated into the so-called t . awā'if, or party kingdoms, whose fractiousness helped to facilitate the unusually successful period of Christian reconquest in the twelfth and early thirteenth centuries.
24 But the fall of Córdoba also entailed a rebalancing of cultural influence within the Peninsula's three faith communities, as the old Muslim families of the ruling elite found themselves replaced in several instances by Jewish viziers, the most famous example of which is the wellknown Hebrew poet Samuel ibn Naghrīla of Granada (aka Samuel HaNagid, 993-after 1056).
25
This was a severe blow to the former Umayyad or Amirid elite, a group which included the young polymath Muh . ammad 'Alī ibn H . azm (994-1064). 28 Like his forbears, Ibn H . azm identified three types of passages with the potential to embarrass and undermine his Jewish rivals. The first comprised those which could be construed as hidden prophecies of the arrival of Muh . ammad and the abrogation (nash) of Jews' special covenant, including both predictions of the fall of Israel (like the oft-polemicized prophecy in Genesis 49:10 that the scepter would one day depart David's tribe of Judah) and intimations of the rise of Islam to replace it (like the mentions of Ishmael's future greatness in Genesis 17:20 and 16:9-12).
29 The second comprised "indecent" events or passages which seemed to call into question the Bible's suitability as a book of divine revelation. Why, Ibn H . azm asked, would a putatively holy book contain so many episodes of rape, incest, drunkenness, and murder? which Ibn H . azm, who knew the Torah reasonably well, mined as comprehensively as any modern biblical critic.
31 While he unfailingly noted the most glaring ruptures in the Torah's narrative fabric-the fact that Moses' death, for example, is narrated in the course of a book (Deuteronomy) which he is supposed to have written 32 -he reserved a special relish for the smallest of details, like the fact that manna was described as being white in Exodus 16:31 but yellow in Numbers 11:7-8, or the fact that Lamech's son Jabal is described in Genesis 4:20 as the first man to herd livestock in spite of the fact that his ancestor Abel was said to have been a shepherd in Genesis 4:2.
33 As a pioneer of the Z .ā hirite school, known for its exceptionally unforgiving and unsentimental textual criticism, Ibn H . azm considered it patently unacceptable that a text purporting to be a single-authored, faithful record of divine revelation should be marred by so many careless mistakes, edits, and seemingly inexplicable perspectival shifts.
34
Up to this point, Ibn H . azm's method of cataloguing the the Hebrew Bible's textual flaws followed closely earlier Qur'ānic and polemical traditions which saw the Hebrew Bible as a pastiche of malicious falsification (or tah . rīf ) and accidental corruption designed to conceal its original, protoIslamic content.
35 Where Ibn H . azm departed from this polemical tradition was in his determination to form a detailed theory as to the historical circumstances in which the Bible's original text had been lost and altered.
36 If their silence with regard to the Bible's history is any indicator, most of Ibn H . azm's fellow polemicists simply assumed that the Bible's corruption had happened gradually and haphazardly, through a mixture of isolated accidents and acts of sabotage whose individual histories were beyond recovery. The Book of Opinions, by contrast, reveals a thinker convinced that the apparent chaos within Jewish scripture was too systematic, and too profound, to be the product of centuries of gradual distortion. of these textual problems-not only the vulgarities and jarring discontinuities, but also the alleged absence of more proto-Islamic content-persuaded Ibn H . azm that the Hebrew Bible known to eleventh-century readers was not merely a distorted version of the original, but an outright forgery. He was prepared to prove, he boasted, with the same certitude with which one can say that yesterday came before today, that the Jews' Torah comes neither from God nor from the teaching of any Prophet. Nor is it even the work of a wise author who fears untruth, or of someone who knows arithmetic well enough to avoid erring in calculations so simple that they could be done correctly even by a child who knew simply how add, subtract, divide, and call things by their names.
37
This accusation, of course, begged a serious question: who, then, was this author-this "godless, mocking forger, who wished to con the Jews and play tricks on them," this "idiot, a lunatic imbecile . . . oblivious and ignorant in matters of astronomy, geography, arithmetic, and theology"-who had rewritten the Torah? How had he managed to replace the authentic text with his own fantasy? Here Ibn H . azm adapted another idea which he had discovered in the work of earlier polemicists like Abūl-H . asan Alī b. Al-H . usayn al-Masūdī (ca. 893-956). In his Meadows of Gold and Mines of Gems [Murūj al-dhahab wa-ma'ādin al-jawhar ], al-Mas'ūdī had pointed to the Babylonian Captivity as a likely moment when the Jews had lost access to the Torah, albeit only temporarily, as their priests allegedly had removed the Torah scrolls from Solomon's Temple and buried them in a well to protect them from Nebuchadnezzar's invading forces.
38 In al-Masūdī's rendering, the Torah was then recovered from its hiding place essentially intact by Ezra, whom the Bible (2 Ezra 8) describes as taking it upon himself to re-establish the Mosaic Law among his fellow Israelites freshly liberated from the Babylonian Captivity by the Persian king Cyrus. As Ibn H . azm seems to have known, howeverperhaps from a parallel tradition of Christian polemics about Ezra-there was an alternative version of Ezra's post-exilic activity available in the apocryphal book of 4 Ezra. In this version, the fleeing Israelites had failed to conceal the lone copy of the Torah kept in the Temple, where Nebuchadnezzar had found it and destroyed it; Ezra, as a result, had not merely "restored" the Torah, but in fact had re-written it entirely from the fragmentary and often contradictory memories of his fellow Israelite exiles. 
39
This radical claim about the discontinuity of the Mosaic version of the Torah had been picked up in antiquity by a small group of anti-Christian polemicists like the Greek philosopher Porphyry. In his late third-century polemic Against the Christians, This hypothetical Babylonian destruction fit perfectly with Ibn H . azm's sense that the Hebrew Bible had been lost and rewritten by a single, shameless forger rather than merely gradually altered, and he readily adopted it as his own, narrating in extensive detail exactly how it was that the Israelites had come to accept Ezra's idiosyncratic attempt to reproduce the Torah as the authentic text of revelation.
40 By the time the Jews were released from the Babylonian Captivity and returned to Jerusalem some six decades later, he argued, the entire Torah had been so forgotten that no one recognized just how badly Ezra had botched his reconstruction.
41 In fleshing out the counter narrative of 4 Ezra in such vivid and plausible-sounding detail, Ibn H . azm raised the Babylonian Captivity to the central, defining event in the history of the Jewish people. Rather than one exile among many, it became the moment at which the Jews permanently lost not only their political power, fulfilling the prophecy of the passing of the scepter in Genesis 49:10, but also their sacred text. Whether or not he had intended it, Ibn H . azm had not merely calumnied his Jewish rivals: he had opened the door to rewriting the history of Second Temple Judaism.
42

III
Ibn H . azm's trenchant philological and historical critique did not catch his Jewish counterparts entirely by surprise. Rabbinical authors-often in dialogue with Christians, pagans, and Ibn H . azm's Muslim predecessors-had already explored and exposed many of the Hebrew Bible's textual problems and inconsistencies long before the eleventh century, beginning at least as early as Justin Martyr's second-century CE dialogue with Trypho the Jew.
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Moses' untimely death in Deuteronomy, for example, was the subject of discussion in Tractates Bava Batra 15a and Menachot 30a of the Babylonian Talmud (3rd-5th c. CE), in the course of which it was decided that Moses could be credited with writing most of the Torah, and Joshua with the final section of Deuteronomy corresponding to Moses' decline, death, and the immediate aftermath.
44 Nor were they surprised to find a Muslim author marshaling their own Scripture to prove the obsolescence of Judaism in favor of Islam: this, too, was a tactic with which Jewish polemicists had wrangled at least a century prior to Ibn H . azm. it without introducing new or corrupted material. 46 In his Book of Tradition [Sefer ha-Kabbalah] and The Exalted Faith [Al-'akidah al-Rafiyah], both completed in the 1160s, Ibn Dā'ūd presented compelling arguments that the extraordinary continuity of the Jewish tradition coupled with the doctrine of public witness guaranteed the authenticity of Ezra's Torah. "Let us assume that Ezra came from Babylonia and wrote an altered Torah-then why did the people thank him for it?," he asked. "And why was it obeyed near and far? . . . [W]e have never heard of anyone who blamed Ezra in any way." In sum,
The tradition concerning an event that is reported to have taken place publicly before a great body of men, which originated, so to say, under the control of public opinion, without having been disputed by contemporaries, and has descended with an uninterrupted continuity, possesses an argumentativeness which can not be controverted even by the professional logician.
47
Ibn Adret, while recapitulating many of ibn Dā'ūd's arguments with regard to the continuity of Jews' textual and exegetical traditions, was even more cutting, labeling Ibn H . azm an ignorant person's idea of a learned person before turning his Muslim antagonist's arguments back against him. 48 Why, he wondered, if Ezra and his fellow Jews had gone to so much effort to forge the Bible, would they have included all of the embarrassing moral lapses of their kings and prophets that Ibn H . azm considered proof of the text's corruption. Weren't these scandals actually proof of the Hebrew Bible's unfiltered authenticity?
49
Though these philological and historical arguments in defense of Ezra addressed several aspects of Ibn H . azm's criticism, other Sephardic authors feared that Ibn H . azm's treatment of the Babylonian Captivity and Ezra's "restoration" of the Torah was too compelling to leave the Torah unguarded in the hands of their Near Eastern forebears. These authors pursued a second strategy, in which they obviated the need to defend Ezra from Ibn H . azm's attacks by replacing (or, more accurately, supplementing) him with a hypothetical tribe of primordial Sephardim who also had preserved the purity of the Torah through the Babylonian Captivity and passed it on to their Iberian descendants. According to this theory-which formed the kernel of the Nebuchadnezzar legend-at some point during the Babylonian Captivity an elite phalanx of Jews hailing from the royal tribes of Judah and Benjamin had managed to separate themselves from their lesser coreligionists and enter the ranks of Nebuchadnezzar's armies, whence they were deployed to the Iberian Peninsula. Once there, they never returned to the Near East, instead founding temples like the "ancient" Tránsito synagogue in Toledo and rabbinical academies in places like Lucena known for their deep and unbroken tradition of Torah scholarship. 50 The combination of their early dates of foundation and their independence from Ezra's efforts to restore the Torah in Jerusalem was interpreted as proof that their scrolls had remained pure, untouched by both Nebuchadnezzar's violence and Ezra's editorial interventions.
An early iteration of this alternative genealogy appears in the Book of Conversation and Discussion [Kitāb al-Muh .ā d . ara wal-mudākara] penned by the Granadan poet and grammarian Moses ibn Ezra (ca. 1057-after 1138), in a chapter devoted to the "superiority of the diaspora that is in al-Andalus above all other [Jews] with regard to the composition of poetry, prose, and Hebrew letters." Arguing that "there can be no doubt" that the tribes of Judah and Benjamin "were the most knowledgeable about proper usage of the language and of the transmission of the divine law," Ibn Ezra set about proving the Sephardim's descent from those royal tribes by collating the old Sephardic standby-Obadiah 20's "Jews in Sepharad," now tacitly "redated" to apply to the diaspora of 586 BCE rather than 70 CE-with additional evidence about Nebuchadnezzar's captives drawn from Ezra 2:1 and Nehemias 7:6.
51 Subsequent authors added still more textual evidence linking Nebuchadnezzar and his captives with the Iberian Peninsula, the prime example of which came from the Hellenized Jew Josephus (37-100 CE). In both his Jewish Antiquities (ca. 93) and Against Apion (ca. 100), Josephus bowdlerized a cryptic reference to Nebuchadnezzar's conquests stretching "to the Pillars" which he had found in the Indika of the Greek chorographer Megasthenes (ca. 350-290 BCE) to claim that "in the fourth book of his History of India," Megasthenes "attempts to show that this king surpassed Heracles in bravery and in the greatness of his deeds, saying that he subdued the greater part of Libya and Iberia."
52 The claim was duplicitousMegasthenes, it would be discovered in the seventeenth century, had said no such thing-but Sephardic authors eager to place their ancestors on an even plane with Ezra were not likely to ask questions.
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Though the search for authorities with which to bolster this "discovery" of a previously unknown community of Israelites weathering the Babylonian Captivity in Iberia might strike the modern critic as a flight of pure fancy, in its context it was also a radical act of exegetical and historiographical revisionism-a reimagining of biblical and post-biblical history which undermines Yosef Yerushalmi's well-known assertion that medieval Jews failed to develop a historiographical tradition beyond the accepted narrative found in the Bible. 54 In this sense, the Nebuchadnezzar legend was the perfect rebuttal to Ibn Hazm's attack. Having merged their own myth of noble origins with the very history with which Ibn H . azm proposed to discredit the Bible, Iberian Jews vested themselves with the authority to state, categorically, that the Hebrew Bible had not been lost in the destruction of the Temple, but rather had traveled safely with them to the Iberian Peninsula, where it never ceased to circulate. The most consistent inference drawn from this legend, unsurprisingly, was the broad consensus, well-documented in the work of Jewish scholars well into the early modern period, that the particular Sephardic recension of the Hebrew text of the Bible was the purest and best. As Elijah Levita (1469-1549) later observed, "Most of the correct codices I found to be Spanish, and it is upon these that I relied." 
IV
As Al-Andalus, already weakened by the fall of the 'Umayyads, crumbled still further in the face of Aragonese and Castilian armies in the thirteenth century, the center of gravity of Sephardic population (and culture) shifted northwards into the Peninsula's majority Christian lands, and focused especially on Toledo, which had been won from the Muslims in 1085. While many Jews regarded this demographic and cultural change as an expulsion from Paradise, many others initially expressed hope that their conditions might improve among the Christians of Castile and Aragon.
56 As Ora Limor has noted, "[t]he Jewish pronouncement [better] under Edom than under Ishmael' is voiced repeatedly in a variety of Jewish sources, indicating that Jews preferred to live among Christians than among Muslims."
57 Nebuchadnezzar came north with the Sephardim who streamed into Toledo, his Israelite captives' legendary role in founding the city coloring the pride which the city's swelling Jewish community developed in its towers and synagogues. In the early thirteenth century, in a likely echo of the Nebuchadnezzar legend, poet Judah Al-H . arizi (1165-1225) repurposed Psalm 122:4 to describe Toledo in terms formerly reserved for Jerusalem: "the royal city, clothed with the grace of majesty and having culture as her ornament, that the nations and princes may be shown her beauty. . . . For there have the tribes gone up, the tribes of the Lord."
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It was in places like Toledo, often described as a laboratory of interfaith or multicultural encounter, that Nebuchadnezzar embarked upon his gradual and asynchronous transformation from a figure of Jewish-Muslim polemic into the figure of Judeo-Christian interaction, negotiation, and filiation that so vexed Francisco Martínez Marina.
59 Interestingly, religious conversion between Judaism and Christianity was largely immaterial to the early phase of this transformation. Eventually-after 1492, when the Catholic Monarchs' expulsion of flesh-and-blood Jews from the Peninsula briefly made the study of Hebrew a safer proposition-it was precisely a generation of converso hebraists that undertook to persuade their Old Christian students and colleagues that the Nebuchadnezzar legend and the literalist, historicizing, geographically expansive style of interpretation which Sephardic commentators had developed around it deserved a place within the expanding repertoire of Christian exegetes.
60 Prior to 1492, however, the Nebuchadnezzar legend seems to have aroused little sympathy among the converso intellectuals best positioned to render the sources and the stakes of the legend visible and intelligible to Christian audiences. Instead, learned converts like Ramón Martí (d. after 1284) and Abner of Burgos/Alfonso de Valladolid (ca. 1270-ca. 1348), who built second careers as zealous anti-Judaic polemicists by claiming to expose the corruption within Sephardic thought and practice, wrenched the Nebuchadnezzar legend from its hermeneutical context and held it up before their Christian audiences as an example of their former coreligionists' stubborn messianism and repellent genealogical pride.
61 In a withering letter addressed to the rabbi Abner Ab Serenga, preserved in manuscript in both Spanish and Hebrew versions, for example, Alfonso scolded those Jews who refused conversion that "they should not deduce from the verse in the prophecy of Obadiah which says The captivity of the people of the sons of Israel who [occupied the land] from Canaan to Sarefat and the captivity of Jerusalem which is in Sefarad' that . . . Sefarad' is Spain."' "They make a point of saying that this verse gives the Jews of . . . Spain hope for their salvation," he continued, "but this is a lie": while Spain, he noted, is due West of Jerusalem, authorities as diverse as Numbers 34:3, Shlomo Yitzchaki (aka Rashi, 1040-1105), and the aforementioned Abraham ibn Dā'ūd clearly proved that Sepharad is "south of the Mediterranean and south of Jerusalem." pogroms that swept across the Peninsula in 1391.
64 As Christian sentiment turned strongly against the Jews, several Sephardic authors responded by combing the dominant Christian narrative of the Peninsula's ancient history for lacunae into which they could insert their ancestors, a historiographical sleight of hand which would allow contemporary Iberian Jews to counter the claim that they were "Christ-killers" by showing that their ancestors had left the Holy Land long before the Crucifixion. 65 The Nebuchadnezzar genealogy, and the timeline of Iberian Jewry embedded within it, was particularly valuable because it placed the Sephardim in the Iberian Peninsula in the sixth century BCE, long before the alternative (post-Crucifixion) date of 70 CE.
The innocence of Toledo's putative Israelite founders was the motive force behind forgeries like the letter which the city's Jews were said to have sent in the first-century CE to their co-religionists in Jerusalem, copies of which were circulated by Jews in the mid-fifteenth century.
66 The letter, written originally in Aramaic, was supposed to have been discovered in Toledo in 1085, when Alfonso VI of Castile (r. 1072-1109) retook the city from its Muslim defenders. Signed by "Levi the archpriest, and Samuel, and Joseph, gentlemen of the Jewish community of Toledo" and addressed "to the very high priest Eleazar, and to Samuel, Canut, and Annas, and Caiphas, gentlemen of the Jewish community of the Holy Land," the letter urged the Jews of Jerusalem to send their Iberian counterparts information about the splendid man rumored to be the Messiah and warned them that "we will never be made to consent to his execution, neither by counsel nor by our will"-a convenient fiction communicating the not-so-subtle idea that Iberian Jews remained non-Christian purely by historical accident beyond their control. In the hands of the converso bishop Alonso de Cartagena (1385-1486), this historical accident was not even accidental, but rather the working out of a providential plan to provide the Gothic natio of Spain's Old Christian inhabitants with an unspoiled Israelite "partner" with whom to conceive a new Chosen People.
68
Less messianic, though more credible, were the means by which the Jewish statesman and exegete Isaac Abarbanel (1437- it Pirrizuela, and not Toletula like its Jewish residents. In the same manner I think that they called the city next to Toletula Maqueda, after the city of Makkeda that existed in the Land of Israel. And they called another city, also near Toletula, Escalona, after Ascalon in the Land of Israel. It is possible that those cities were similar to the others in the Land of Israel, and therefore they gave the other cities near Toletula Israeli names, too. 73 (The title will seem familiar as a direct reference to Genesis 49:10, whose prognostication about the passing of the scepter from Judah had so interested Ibn H . azm.) Ibn Verga's recitation of the legend, also written and published in Hebrew, differs little from Abarbanel's; after explaining how Nebuchadnezzar conquered Jerusalem with the aid of King Hispanus of Sepharad and his son-in-law Pirrus, the text notes that Pirrus "took some ships and carried off all of his captives to Sepharad-that is, to Andalusia-and also to Toledo, from which city they dispersed to other places, because they were so numerous that the country could not contain them all. Some of those deported Jews, who were of royal ancestry, went to Seville, and from there, others went to Granada."
74 Where Ibn Verga did depart from Abarbanel was in a telling act of ventriloquism: in The Staff of Judah, Nebuchadnezzar's res gestae are narrated by an imaginary "Thomas," who likely represents a Christian scholar, in conversation with "Alfonso," an archetypal Iberian king. In what surely came as no surprise to Ibn Verga's Sephardic readers, the Christian Alfonso is unrelentingly hostile to the Jews of his kingdom. Thomas, however, has a much greater appreciation for Jewish culture, for-though he is, like Alfonso, a pious Christian-he has studied Hebrew learning, and has Enrique Cantera Montenegro,"Negación de la imagen del judío' en la intelectualidad hispano-hebrea medieval: el ejemplo del Shebet yehuda," Aragón en la edad media: estudios de economía y sociedad 14-15 (1999): 263-274; Yerushalmi, Zakhor, 57-68. been persuaded not only of the falsity of Christian blood libels, but also of the Jews' wisdom, decency, and the antiquity of their royal bloodline.
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In many respects, these late treatments of the Nebuchadnezzar legend, with their seamless blend of Sephardic myth and Christian historiography, look like genuine attempts on the part of their Jewish authors to offer up ancient Sepharad as a possible site of Jewish-Christian rapprochement. Yet there is at least one insurmountable obstacle to seeing either Abarbanel's biblical commentaries or Ibn Verga's Staff of Judah as an intentional attempt to translate Jewish culture into a Christian idiom. It is, of course, the expulsion of 1492. By the time Abarbanel and Ibn Verga tried to find a place for Sephardic antiquity in Spain's distant past, both men were living in exile, writing for a community driven from its homeland. In Abarbanel's and Ibn Verga's retelling of the legend, Nebuchadnezzar's captives march through Iberian history not to sate the curiosity of Christian hebraists like the ersatz "Thomas," but rather to soothe the anxieties and rally the spirits of their fellow Sephardic expatriates. The legend took on a newly consolatory air for the post-1492 Sephardic diaspora, reassuring its members of the nobility of their genealogy and the cultural attainments of their ancestors in the Iberian homeland which many had come to regard as a second Jerusalem.
In this alternately consolatory and defiant guise, the Nebuchadnezzar legend would enjoy a long afterlife among the Jewish intelligentsia of places like Venice and Amsterdam, where the Sephardic diaspora had been particularly successful in reconstituting itself as a separate community distinct from the typically less prosperous and less educated Ashkenazim of Central Europe.
76 Determined to perpetuate a sense of genealogical pride and communal cohesion among their fellow exiles, as well as to police the boundaries of their communities, the Sephardic diaspora's elite members took the legend-which had always faced outward, in some sense, having been honed over centuries of dialogue with Muslim and Christian polemicistsand turned it inward, making it a tool of collective self-discipline as well This final, post-expulsion incarnation of the Nebuchadnezzar legend is probably responsible for the tendency among modern historians to assume that the Nebuchadnezzar legend was never much more than a shallow genealogical boast-the Jewish "entry," as it were, in the well-known Iberian sweepstakes of lineage and nobility that culminated so tragically (and, insofar as the Jews were eager participants, ironically) in the limpieza de sangre statutes later used to harry and disadvantage the Sephardim's New Christian descendants.
79 (It was on this basis that Martínez Marina, writing in 1799, found his fellow Christians' embrace of these legends so illogical.) Yet the seventeenth-century Sephardim are, at least in this regard, actually poor guides to their own intellectual heritage. Reducing the Nebuchadnezzar legend to a genealogical boast ignores the fact that, as we have seen, this alternative history of Sephardic settlement born in eleventh-century AlAndalus was conceived originally to defend the integrity of a Hebrew text, not the status of a community of Hebrews. In this sense, the first phase of Jewish-Christian engagement with the Nebuchadnezzar legend, lasting from the decline of Al-Andalus down to 1492, tended to distort or obscure the legend's origins in Muslim-Jewish debates about the Bible. Embroiled in a new kind of polemic with a new opponent-one less interested in attacking the Jewish Bible than in excising Jews from the body politic-the legend's Sephardic expositors transformed it into a source of Sephardic "identity," a prophecy of Jewish resistance and genealogical pride that was less appealing to Christian readers even as it became more commensurable or comprehensible to them. It would be the job of a second wave of Sephardic translators, then, working in the changed circumstances of a Spanish Catholicism threatened not by Jews but by Protestants, to make Nebuchadnezzar's Jews a Christian preoccupation.
V
Among the thousands of Spanish Jews cast into exile along with Abarbanel and Ibn Verga was the adolescent son of the Castilian rabbi Juan de Zamora. That son, Alfonso de Zamora (ca. 1476-ca. 1545), remained a Jew for another fourteen years, until in 1506, at the age of thirty, he converted to Christianity and returned to the land of his birth to assume the life of a scholar at the University of Salamanca. He quickly stood out. In a university known for the quality of its theologians, the young converso's facility in Hebrew and Aramaic was stunningly good-so good, in fact, that he was encouraged to stand for a recently vacated chair in Hebrew a mere two years after he arrived at the university, in 1508. Salamanca's proposal to administer a meritocratic competition to fill a Hebrew professorship-not to mention the hope shared by many at the university that it would be won by a recent convert-would seem to give the lie to the uniformly gloomy picture of Spanish intolerance and anti-Judaism painted by an anglophone historiographical tradition which has been more interested in the Inquisition's war on "judaizers" than in the nuances of Spanish humanism and hebraism.
81 It would be just as simplistic, however, to extrapolate from the fact that the theology faculty expected to find more than one candidate competent to teach Hebrew, and multiple students willing to learn it, that Salamanca was a "progressive" university. The reality is more complex, and speaks to nothing so much as the flux and uncertainty which characterized the canons and conventions of biblical scholarship in the Renaissance. In and of itself, the study of Hebrew, one of the sacred languages of Scripture, was far from novel or progressive in early sixteenthcentury Europe; it was, rather, a pursuit deeply ingrained within the Christian tradition, one sanctioned by S. Jerome (ca. 347-420)-who believed that the Old Testament encoded a hidden Hebraica veritas, or "Hebrew truth," which revealed itself only to those willing to learn the language and exegetical traditions of the Jews-and sustained across the Middle Ages by distinguished (and unimpeachably orthodox) scholars like Hugh of S. Victor (ca. 1078-1141) and Nicholas of Lyra (ca. .
82 Yet it is also true that the Christian hebraist project was being expanded and transformed in dramatic ways in precisely the years that Alfonso de Zamora was finding his way as a new convert in a society (and a university) dominated by Old Christians. The first decades of the sixteenth century could be said to mark the expansion and elevation of Christian hebraism, previously a sidelight to the mainstream of theology and biblical exegesis, to the status of a semi-autonomous academic discipline, replete with the methodological preoccupations, innovations, and controversies which that status entails.
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Much of the impetus for this transformation in the stakes and ambitions of hebraic scholarship came from the adjacent world of classical scholarship, in which the humanists' faith in the power of philological analysis and historical context to illumine the meaning of even the most recalcitrant of ancient texts had been yielding fruit for the better part of a century.
84 Though the Church maintained that the Bible, as a record of divine revelation, was a special kind of text whose proper interpretation required the application of technical knowledge only available to doctors of theology, by the early sixteenth century humanists like Giannozzo Manetti (1396-1459), Lorenzo 1466-1536), and the Andalusian grammarian Antonio de Nebrija (1441-1522) had already offered persuasive demonstrations of the insights that could be gleaned from treating the bible like any other ancient text, subjecting it to the same species of philological, grammatical, and historical criticism which they had honed on pagan sources.
85 For the hebraists among this group, this meant more than cultivating a more capacious and nuanced mastery of Hebrew language and grammar. It also meant expanding their knowledge of Jewish exegesis, by adding post-biblical Jewish sources like the Talmud, the targumīm, and the commentaries of Rashi, David Qimh . i (1160-1235), Abraham ibn Ezra, and others to their reading lists;
86 cultivating a new familiarity with Jewish practice, by gathering ethnographical information about contemporary Judaism; 87 and, finally, situating the biblical text within its ancient Near Eastern context, by assembling fresh geographical, archaeological, epigraphic, numismatic, and even botanical and zoological data about the Levant.
88
While it may have been possible, in theory, for Christian scholars to develop expertise in these areas by relying solely on the tools and testimony produced by other Christian authors, in reality most of what they wanted to know about the Hebrew language, the intricacies of Hebrew bibliography, and the evolution of Jewish culture and ritual would have remained impenetrable to them without the aid of teachers and amanuenses endowed with 85 the kind of organic or intuitive knowledge of Judaism which comes from being raised within the faith.
89 This made Jewish converts to Christianity-of which Spain produced a seemingly endless supply between 1391 and the early sixteenth century-valuable partners in Christian humanists' quest for the hebraica veritas, opening an alternative pathway to those who wished to use their heritage for something other than purely polemical purposes. A number of Iberian conversos of Alfonso de Zamora's generation left their mark as teachers and tutors to the major figures of sixteenth-century Christian hebraism, including Matthaeus Adrianus (b. ca. 1475).
90 After an itinerant career that saw him train almost all of the most important Northern European hebraists of his generation-including Johannes Campensis, Wolfgang Capito, Sebastian Münster, Johannes Oecolampadius, Conrad Pellican, and Johannes Reuchlin-Adrianus was lured to Louvain in 1517 by Erasmus and appointed the first professor of Hebrew at the vanguard Collegium Trilingue, established to produce exegetes in the humanist mold.
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Unfortunately for Alfonso de Zamora, Salamanca was no Louvain, and his colleagues were more skittish than was Erasmus about his converso lineage. In spite of Zamora's superior qualifications, the professorship advertised in 1508 was given to an Old Christian theologian who knew so little Hebrew that the faculty, adding insult to injury, mandated that Zamora or some other "convert [tornadizo] who knows Hebrew" be enlisted to teach it to the Hebrew professor at one-fifth the professor's salary. Perhaps unsurprisingly, when Zamora was denied the chair again in 1511-on this occasion by a rector who thought that Hebrew was best taught by a specialist in Greek-he resolved to depart, and accepted the offer of a position at the new University of Alcalá. Zamora's tribulations in Salamanca are described in Pérez Castro, El manuscrito apologético, XVI-XIX.
Salamanca's loss was scholarship's gain. Alcalá, founded only a few years prior by the Archbishop of Toledo Francisco Jiménez de Cisneros (1436-1517), was the kind of university which valued the full range of hebraic expertise possessed by conversos like Zamora.
93 Supported by Cisneros' munificence and surrounded by eminent philologists like Nebrija, Zamora quickly established himself as one of the pre-eminent hebraists of the early sixteenth century. Much of the first decade he spent at Alcalá was devoted to the central publishing project around which Cisneros had organized the university, the Complutensian Polyglot Bible. Modeled on the third-century Hexapla assembled by Origen of Alexandria (ca. 184-ca. 253) and brought up to date by the humanist vogue for philological criticism ad fontes, Cisneros' Polyglot was among the first, and arguably the most influential, of the Renaissance bibles to collate in parallel columns the various texts of the Catholic Bible-the Hebrew Old Testament, the Aramaic targumīm, the Greek Septuagint, and the Latin Vulgate associated with S. Jerome-and supplement them with glossaries and grammars.
94 Zamora, with the assistance of his fellow conversos Pedro Ciruelo (1470-1548), Pablo Coronel (ca. 1480-1534), and Alfonso de Alcalá (fl. 1520s), edited the Hebrew text of the Old Testament, edited and translated the corresponding targumīm (some of which Cisneros subsequently elected to omit), and produced the Hebrew and Aramaic glossaries and dictionaries.
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The Complutensian Polyglot understandably tends to overshadow the teaching in which Zamora and his colleagues engaged at Alcalá, not least of all because in its early years Cisneros's university seems to have existed primarily for the purpose of providing the Polyglot's editors (and its printer, Arnao Guillén de Brocar [ca. 1460-1523]) with a source of income. Bible which emerged from Guillén de Brocar's printshop was intimately related to its editors' classroom experience. As Jesús de Prado Plumed has observed, however much it may appear to be a stark monument of advanced philological research, the Polyglot was also fundamentally a teaching tool, designed by Cisneros and its editors to enable them to train future generations of exegetes in the cumulative tradition of biblical hermeneutics, the full array of oriental and ancient languages, and even a kind of primitive cultural literacy with regard to the geographies, cultures, and societies of the ancient Near East. 97 And train they did: for more than three decades, from his arrival in Alcalá to his final appearance in the Complutense's archives ca. 1545, Alfonso de Zamora anchored a rotation of hebraists, including the Augustinian Dionisio Vázquez de Toledo (1479-1539) and the Cistercian Cipriano de la Huerga (ca. 1514-1560), which taught oriental languages to a parade of talented students. Several of their pupils-most notably Arias Montano and Luis de León-went on to win a place among the preeminent hebraists of the later sixteenth century.
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It would be a mistake to assume from the relative success which Zamora and his fellow converso professors enjoyed at Alcalá that they and their Hebrew curriculum achieved universal acceptance among the predominantly Old Christian students and administrators who hovered about the university in its early decades. In fact, if we are to believe the evidence preserved in one of Zamora's working notebooks from the 1530s, held in the library of the Universiteit Leiden (Ms. Or. 645) and studied extensively by Carlos Alonso Fontela, Alcalá's converso faculty were never allowed to forget the precariousness of their status as hebraizing New Christians in an Old Christian world. Though formally a miscellany of notes, drafts, and even stray jokes, Zamora's notebook can also be read as a chronicle of the exhausting campaign which he and his peers waged to defend not only the sincerity of their own conversions, but also the legitimacy of their efforts to translate-or perhaps we should say to "convert"-certain features of the 
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The petty sleights and veiled accusations to which Alcalá's conversos were subjected came from all quarters. In Zamora's case, some came directly from his pupils. It is hard to interpret the arrogance with which one of his mediocre students treated him after winning-over Zamora's opposition-a post at Salamanca, for example, as anything other than a gratuitous reminder that Zamora's professional opinion would always count for less than his students' unearned genealogical advantages.
100 Fortunately, many of these juvenile eruptions could be parried with a bit of winking humor: when roving bands of noble students began interrupting his lectures with some frequency, Zamora responded by preparing brief, scolding monologues in which he compared himself to a biblical prophet chastening the Israelites.
101 Far more serious, however, were the kinds of opposition mounted by Cisneros's successors in the Archbishopric of Toledo, who made numerous attempts to purge Alcalá's faculty of undesirables, and the Inquisition, whose constant vigilance of Alcalá's conversos yielded several high-profile prosecutions, including that of Juan de Vergara (1492-1557).
102 Once again, Zamora's notebook offers poignant testimony of the impact of these various forms of harassment on the New Christian faculty. Scattered among various notes explaining how ordinary defendants could best confound the inquisitors-residue, undoubtedly, of the time which Zamora spent counseling rank and file conversos on their legal troubles-one finds a list of strategies especially tailored to Zamora himself: a kind of insurance policy in case the Inquisition ever were to accuse him of using his biblical studies as a cover for judaizing. As Zamora's keen sense of how to navigate the Inquisition suggests, Alcalá's converso hebraists tended to be very astute about the resistance which they and their curriculum periodically encountered, recognizing that it was quite distinct from the generic anti-Judaic and anti-converso animus which permeated Spanish society. Rooted not in social jealousy or genealogical chauvinism, scholarly hand-wringing about Christian hebraism was instead the expression of a more complicated anxiety about the relationship between language and religious praxis.
104 As Anthony Grafton has observed, even enthusiastic partisans of Christian hebraism read Jewish books through "screens, woven of assumptions and prejudices" that made them into rather schizophrenic allies. On the one hand, they desperately wanted to know what was in Jewish commentaries, to harvest and absorb their insights into the often opaque and confusing text of their shared Old Testament. At the same time, however, they deeply mistrusted Jews, and feared the judaizing effect of engaging with Hebrew knowledge. 105 In those circumstances, what they desired more than anything else was proof that Hebrew learning could be separated cleanly from its Jewish context-that it could be "colonized," made wholly the property of Christians, and passed along between generations without the intervention of ambiguously Jewish teachers like Matthaeus Adrianus or the converso members of Cisneros's editorial team. 106 The goal of attaining independence from Jewish teachers is, in fact, already articulated clearly in Cisneros's own prologue to the Complutensian Polyglot: "when we shrink from the disgust and outpourings of the Hebrews," Cisneros promised, citing Jerome, "assisted by these tools we do not have to consult their teachers."
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Zamora and his fellow converso hebraists flourished in large part by feeding this dream of an autonomous Christian path to the Hebraica veritas. Their efforts in this direction are visible in the prefaces to their scholarly publications, where they spoke of their intellectual project not as an attempt to reconcile or merge Christian and Sephardic perspectives, but rather to rescue Hebrew learning from Jewish scholars paradoxically incapable of appreciating it. As both Johanna Tanja and LuAnn Homza have shown, Zamora and Pedro Ciruelo took similar approaches to appropriating and de-judaizing the Aramaic targumīm and Septuagint Old Testament, respectively, in the manuscript editions and translations which they prepared for patrons in the 1520s and 1530s. While Zamora dressed his Aramaic text in Christian garb-reordering and renaming the books of the Hebrew Bible to match their conventional appearance in the Vulgate, dividing them into chapters, and vocalizing for them for less fluent readers according to the protocol established by the Complutensian Polyglot-Ciruelo tinkered with the historical synopsis of the Bible's Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek versions originally printed in the Polyglot, silently rewriting and clipping the biographical details of its ancient Jewish translators until they looked like model Christians.
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The lengths to which Zamora and his fellow conversos went to develop a fundamentally "colonial" vision of Christian hebraism is most visible, however, in the methodus docendi which they developed for their students at Alcalá. At its core was Zamora's uncompromising, and uncommon, insistence that his students attain native fluency in spoken Hebrew as well as its written grammar. This unusual expectation owed as much to Zamora's determination to separate the science of hebraism from its Jewish connotations as it did to any objective sense of how much Hebrew a Christian hebraist genuinely needed. In a 1526 letter ostensibly addressed "to the Jews of Rome," appended to a revised and expanded version of the Hebrew grammar he had first prepared for the Complutensian Polyglot, Zamora was at pains to draw the attention of his Christian readers to a fortuitous vulnerability in the Jewish tradition-namely, that medieval and Renaissance Jews did not know to provide the necessary organizing principles in accordance with the grammar of their language, and they confused their words utterly and they wrote many superuous things without need to the point that no one could read them and understand them. . . . And thus grammar was in their eyes a burdensome stone and became for them a heavy load. And therefore they learned their language according to habit . . . .
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This disregard for the fundamentals of language an unthinkable transgression for Christian humanists steeped in the classical ars grammatica, was further aggravated by the Jews' poor attention to spoken grammar and rhetoric; among the Jews of Rome, Zamora fumed, "there is not found a single scholar who is able and knows how to speak your language [i.e. Hebrew] grammatically as do today the believers in our faith, who speak the Roman language [i.e. Latin] grammatically in accordance with the grammar texts that the early and later authors bestowed upon them."
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This indictment of the Jewish grammatical tradition was, of course, disingenuous at best; Zamora was himself indebted to some of that tradition's illustrious practitioners, including David Qimh . i.
111 Rhetorically, however, it was a brilliant tactic for legitimating the project of Christian hebraism as implemented at Alcalá. Like the Nebuchadnezzar legend, which Zamora's ancestors had used to endow the Sephardic bible with a direct link to ancient Israel, the Jews' alleged aversion to proper grammar and philology allowed Zamora to create a fictional disciplinary identity for Christian hebraism purged of Jewish influence. In Zamora's telling, properly-trained Christian scholars could understand and manipulate Hebrew texts in a manner genuinely independent of, and impervious to, the way that Jews understood them. This particular understanding of the Christian hebraist as a kind of grammatical and rhetorical virtuoso thus became the central conceit of the Complutensian training in oriental languages. Zamora's list of his own virtues, copied out in the mid-1530s, suggests how he may have translated these expectations into a rubric for his students:
The ability to read without vowel points. 
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This is a daunting list of expectations for any early modern Christian hebraist, to say the least; but it does provide some useful context for the somewhat risqué assertion, common among the dozens of scholars who passed through the lecture halls of sixteenth-century Alcalá, that the richness and sheer endurance of the Sephardic presence in the Iberian Peninsula was to be counted an asset rather than a liability to Spanish Christians. Whatever damage it may have done to the perceived purity of Spanish bloodlines or doctrine had been more than compensated by the extraordinary access which it had given Christian hebraists to the last living heirs of a tradition of grammatical and exegetical study unavailable anywhere else in Europe.
113
Indeed, for many of these Alcalá graduates, the propitious placement of this reservoir of Jewish wisdom was anything but accidental. For them, the presence of figures like Alfonso de Zamora and Pedro Ciruelo at this key juncture in the history Christian hebraism was nothing less than an act of divine providence. As we have already seen, this was a view of Spanish history popular among earlier generations of conversos like Alonso de Cartagena, and it found material support in the Nebuchadnezzar legend's postulation of a kind of sacred translatio imperii from the Near East to the Iberian Peninsula in the form of Pirrus' captive army.
114 It should be no surprise, then, that the Nebuchadnezzar legend was also highly visible in the curriculum followed by the early generations of Hebrew students at Alcalá. Among the heavily annotated codices which Zamora left behind in the university library is the first, two-volume printing of Isaac Abarbanel's commentary on the prophets, printed by Soncino at Pesaro in 1520.
115 In 1534 Zamora vocalized the first volume, containing Isaiah and Jeremiah, at the request of Juan Gil (aka Doctor Egidio, d. 1556), a member of the university's governing body, a fact which he recorded in a manuscript note on the final page.
116 He did not, however, vocalize the second volume, which contained the Minor Prophets, including, most importantly, Obadiah. The significance of this may be gleaned from the note about Doctor Egidio, as well as a second note-this one regarding the arrogant student who obtained a post at Salamanca-in Zamora's manuscript copy of David Qimh . i's dictionary. 117 In the first note, inscribed within the volumes of Abarbanel's commentary, Zamora declared his intention that Abarbanel be used as the language test for all candidates standing for the chair of Hebrew:
I hereby request of him [i.e. Doctor Egidio], and of all those who should succeed him, a definitive and solemn oath in the name of Jesus Christ, Our Redeemer, such that, should it fall into his hand to judge like He does, . . . they will not confer the professorship in this language to anyone who does not know how to read this commentary, to ensure that he is not able to trick the students who wish to study the said language.
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In the second note, Zamora made it clear that he followed through on his own recommendation, additionally specifying that the student should be required to work with the unvocalized text of the commentaries-including, again, the commentary on Obadiah at the center of the Nebuchadnezzar legend. "Father Correa," the university librarian, Zamora recorded, was told to give me a Commentary on the Prophets without vowel points so that I could lord it over [vanagloriar sobre] Sánchez and his partisans, who do not know how to read without vowel points; and he [i.e. the arrogant student, Sánchez] holds that unpointed commentaries are a massive labor [trabajo de gran señor], whereas for me it would be rather a spiritual rest and of little effort.
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It is difficult to evaluate to what extent Zamora and his fellow converso hebraists were successful at executing the complicated gymnastics they had set for themselves-that is, whether it is really true that, as David Ruderman has argued, the generation of students whom they trained really did go off to careers in the universities, courts, and cathedral chapters of late Renaissance Europe and beyond as the first Christians who could claim to know "the Jewish tradition, especially the Hebrew Bible, better than the Jews themselves."
120 What we do know with some certainty is that many of the Christian hebraists trained at Alcalá between the 1520s and 1550s departed the university familiar not only with the idiosyncratic Sephardic way of interpreting Obadiah and the Babylonian Captivity, but also with 117 the valence of that legend-i.e. that it was an alternative guarantee, otherwise unknown within the Christian tradition, of the trustworthiness of the Hebrew text of the Old Testament. The proof of that claim lies in part in the idiosyncratic way in which those alumni reacted to the Protestant Reformation and the crisis which it spawned in the Christian hebraist community at mid-century.
VI
It is a well-worn interpretation among scholars of Christian hebraism that the Protestant reformers, by insisting upon a doctrine of sola scriptura over and against the Catholic Church's reverence for the intervening centuries of tradition and interpretation, imbued the Christian hebraist project of returning to the original, ostensibly unadulterated Hebrew text of the Old Testament with a legitimacy and importance which it could never enjoy in a Catholic world which rallied around S. Jerome's Latin Vulgate. 121 The reality, however, is somewhat muddier than that equation of Protestantism with hebraism and Catholicism with the Vulgate would suggest. For one thing, Catholic interpreters' reluctance to join their Protestant counterparts in abandoning the Vulgate was motivated at least in part by their dispassionate scholarly judgment-informed by their familiarity with post-biblical (i.e. rabbinical) Hebrew literature, which Protestants deliberately ignoredthat the "original" Hebrew text of the Bible lionized by the Protestants was not nearly as venerable as they claimed.
122 While Protestant hebraists asserted that the so-called Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible handed down by Jewish communities through the Middle Ages reflected the most ancient recension of Scripture, unperturbed by clumsy efforts to translate it into Greek or Latin, Catholics came to the conclusion that, in fact, the fourthcentury CE Vulgate (and the ca. third-century BCE Septuagint on which it was based) were at least as venerable as the Hebrew of the Masoretes, if not more. At the center of this irreconcilable difference of opinion was the incipient early modern controversy over the Masoretic text's vowel points. Protestants generally insisted that the vowel points found in many medieval manuscripts were of ancient-even Mosaic-provenance, original to the Hebrew Bible; Catholics, in contrast, tended to side with the Jewish convert Elijah Levita (1469-1549) and his argument, expressed persuasively in his 1538 Masoret ha-Masoret, that the vowel points were in fact a late innovation of ca. 500 CE imposed upon a biblical text that had already evolved and changed (read: been corrupted) at the hands of its scribes and interpreters. 123 This did not mean, of course, that Catholic hebraists ceased to signal, Ibn H . azm-like, the presence of troubling inconsistencies and obvious errors within the Vulgate. But it did mean that most Catholic hebraists continued to believe that the Vulgate's version of the Old Testament was no less valuable than the Hebrew and Greek witnesses.
As the Reformation unfolded in the 1520s, '30s, and early '40s, the hebraists' and their analyses of the Vulgate's divergence from the ostensible "Hebraica veritas" of the Masoretic text migrated from the realm of academic debate into that of ideological controversy, as Protestants attempted to make Catholic scholars' greater esteem for the Vulgate into yet another object lesson in the Catholic reverence for tradition at the expense of Truth. In response, powerful constituencies within the Curia and the Roman Inquisition grew increasingly hostile towards Hebrew scholarship of all stripes, declining to distinguish between Hebrew scholarship (usually Catholic) which tried in good faith to adjust and improve the Vulgate translation and that (mostly Protestant) which was intended merely to impugn the Vulgate altogether. The result was a series of decisions taken in the 1540s and 1550s, many of them ambiguous and improvisational, which cumulatively looked as if they were meant to seal off hebraists' access to rabbinical and other Hebrew texts, or even to prohibit philological criticism of the Biblical text altogether.
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The first sign of this seemingly dramatic turn away from Christian hebraism came from the Council of Trent (1545-1563), in the form of an April 1546 Decree on the Publication and Use of the Scriptures [Decretum de editione et usu sacrorum librorum] declaring that the Vulgate "which has been approved by the long use of so many centuries in the Church, is to be held as authentic in public readings, disputations, preachings and expositions and that no one shall dare or presume to reject it under any pretense whatsoever."
125 Many hebraists were unperturbed by this decree, noting both that its composition had been supervised by the avid orientalist and Vatican Librarian Marcello Cervini (1501-1555, the future Pope Marcellus II), and that the decree's determination that "Sacred Scripture, especially this well-known Old Vulgate edition, shall be published as correctly as possible" seemed like an open invitation to continued philological refinement and correction e fontibus antiquis. 126 Others, however, greeted this endorsement of the Vulgate with trepidation, speculating that its prohibition on "rejecting" S. Jerome's translation was a veiled reference to humanist philologists' willingness to advocate for alternative readings when appropriate. The pessimists, in the end, turned out to be the better prognosticators: seven years after the Tridentine decree, the Roman Inquisition issued its infamous condemnation of the Talmud, sparking a bonfire of Jewish books in the Italian Peninsula that all hebraists rightly regarded as an existential threat to their discipline.
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As Fausto Parente and others have noted, quite apart from its derisive reception by Protestants, Rome's drastic assault on the Jewish source materials so vital to the Christian hebraist enterprise propitiated a crisis within the world of Catholic scholarship. Modern historians have tended to describe this crisis as a clash between two distinct camps. On one side, in the minority, were those (like the pioneering scholar of Syriac Andreas Masius, 1514-1573) who believed that the Church had made a terrible mistake in separating Christian scholars and missionaries from rabbinical literature, on the purely pragmatic grounds that such a ban would set back Christian efforts to evangelize the Jews through informed disputation. 128 On the other side, in the majority, were those who assented to the Inquisition's perspective and, with a surprising rapidity, essentially abandoned the cutting edge of oriental philology to their Protestant counterparts.
129 While this decision to accept the Vulgate as an authority unto itself, largely immune from correction by the Masoretic text, was not wholly unjustified by objective assessments of their ages and origins, in the sixteenth century this assessment mattered much less than a second, more polemical justification: namely, that the Jews had deliberately corrupted the Hebrew text of the Bible, as well as the vast corpus of rabbinical commentaries which illuminated it, in order to obscure the truth of Christianity. In many ways, this accusation brings us directly back to the world of Ibn H . azm and Al-Andalus. Though the symmetry between Muslim and Christian ideas concerning their respective religions' abrogation of Jewish law is imperfect, many of the philological and historical tropes marshaled by Muslim polemicists-the logical and textual inconsistencies in the Torah, the uncertainty surrounding Ezra's "restoration" of the Torah in the wake of the Babylonian Captivity, and so on-had, in fact, featured prominently in Christian polemics against Judaism in the centuries before the rise of Islam, and merely awaited their humanist revival.
130 Insofar as sixteenth-century Catholicism can be said to have had its own Ibn H . azm, the most apt candidate would be the Flemish bishop Wilhelm Lindanus (1525-1588), author of an influential 1558 manual on The Best Way to Interpret the Scriptures [De optimo genere interpretandi scripturas] which purported to prove Christian claims about the falsification of Hebrew scripture via the most sophisticated, up-to-date canons of humanist textual scholarship, including (for example) the collation of variant readings in the most ancient manuscripts.
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What is missed in this bipartite version of the Tridentine debate about hebraism-a version in which both sides, including the pro-hebraic faction, essentially admit a priori the corruption or perversion of Jewish sources before mounting their arguments for or against allowing Christians to read them-is the important fact that there was a third position in this debate, one which insisted unabashedly that the Jewish sources in question were no more suspect than those produced by Christian authors, and should be read with freedom not by polemicists, but rather by scholars in search of enlightenment. Among the best-known advocates of this position is the rabbi-turned-Hebrew professor Johannes Isaac Levita (1515-1577), a rare convert from Judaism who came to Catholicism via Protestantism. Levita is best known for his popular Hebrew grammar, which passed through five editions between 1553 and 1570, but he also published an early, and full- 132 Levita's Defensio, as Stephen Burnett has observed, became a favorite prop in later years for Protestant polemicists in their ongoing battle to impugn their Catholic rivals' adherence to the Vulgate, a fate which has served only to heighten the sense among historians of Christian hebraism that he can be bracketed as a statistically-insignificant outlier among Tridentine Catholic attitudes towards Hebrew.
133 Yet Levita was far from unique. Among the Catholic hebraists prepared to make common cause with Levita were precisely the Iberian scholars trained by Alfonso de Zamora, his colleagues, and his heirs at the University of Alcalá. Though a modest handful of Spaniards rushed to the aid of the Roman Inquisition's campaign against Hebrew books, becoming self-designated propagandists for the dangers of Hebrew study-the list would include, most prominently, 
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In fact, one can hardly open a biblical commentary penned by a Spanish scholar in the later sixteenth century without stumbling upon appreciative references to Abraham ibn Ezra, the rabbi Nachmanides (1194-1270), the traveler Benjamin of Tudela (1130-1173), the polymath astronomer Abraham Zacuto (1452-1515), and-especially-Isaac Abarbanel (or, as Arias Montano called him, "Isaac hispano"). 135 Benito Arias Montano-who, as we have seen, was the Christian exegete singled out by Francisco Martínez Marina as the first to offer Abarbanel's canonical version of the Nebuchadnezzar legend his unqualified embrace-was particularly keen to filter and preserve the Sephardic exegetical tradition through his own commentaries, as well as the work that which stands as his masterpiece, the massive (and massively erudite) critical apparatus of the Antwerp Polyglot Bible.
136 Such was his commitment to the hebraica veritas, in fact, that Arias Montano nearly sacrificed his hard-won reputation and career as an exegete and an orientalist in an ill-advised attempt to embarrass Lindanus in retribution for the Belgian bishop's role in casting aspersions upon Arias Montano's beloved Hebrew sources.
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For many of the scholars who have surveyed the landscape of biblical criticism in late Renaissance Spain, the willingness of scholars like Arias Montano and Luis de León to court accusations of judaizing in order to preserve the Sephardic commentary tradition has tended to awaken the genealogical mindset so common in the literature on early modern Spain. Were Arias Montano and Luis de León drawn as if by some biological impulse to praise Hebrew sources and grant their imprimatur to Sephardic legends about Spain's ancient Israelite colonies? While recent research on the more spectacular frauds in sixteenth-century Spanish scholarship, like the Plomos del Sacromonte or the false chronicles published by Jerónimo Román de la Higuera, have tended to find some evidence of genealogical or 'ethnic' motivation, in the case of Nebuchadnezzar's Jewish legions there is an alternative explanation. 138 It is an explanation that eluded Martínez Marina when he tried to look backwards from the eighteenth century, by which time the pitched battles over the legality of using rabbinical commentaries which unsettled Tridentine intellectuals had long since disappeared from memory.
The mid-sixteenth-century crisis of hebraism made Spanish hebraists aware, perhaps for the first time, of the oddity of their perspective-of what we might call (paraphrasing Barbara Fuchs' work on "maurophilia") the profoundly enduring "Sephardic habitus" of Iberian attitudes to the Bible as compared to those of their fellow Europeans, Catholic as well as Protestant.
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This "Sephardic habitus" did not require the bonds of biological genealogy; it need not be traced back to any particular scholar's status as a converso, or descendant thereof. It was, rather, a legacy of the intellectual history of the Iberian Peninsula, a complicated tapestry in which the textual transmission of the Hebrew text of the Bible and its rabbinical apparatus had been interwoven with the secular history of Iberia's three faith communities centuries before by a figure-Ibn H . azm in particular, though one might call him the polemical Muslim in general-who also had vanished from the scene long before the historians of the eighteenth century, or the twentyfirst, attempted to reckon with the role of conversion in producing the unique qualities of Iberian exegesis. In other words, when Arias Montano penned a lengthy commentary on Obadiah, relating the Nebuchadnezzar legend in intricate detail before concluding that the Jewish diaspora had constituted a mutual gift to Christians and Jews alike, an exchange of expertise in which Christians were the greater debtors, he was not necessarily striking a blow against the Inquisition on behalf of his fellow conversos, but rather defending a particularly Iberian tradition of thinking about the authority and authenticity of the Biblical text against a Roman critique that must have read in the Iberian context not only as a harbinger of increasing Catholic antiJudaism, but also as the continuation of a struggle for exegetical primacy begun in eleventh-century Al-Andalus.
